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REENLISTEE/NON-REENLISTEE PROFILES AND PREDICTION
OF REENLISTMENT POTENTIAL

I INTRODUCTION d i s c r i m i n a n t  analysis approach was used to
devel op group profiles which differentiated

To some deg ree, every military organization sufficiently between varying reenlistment
experiences turnover or attrition of personnel. outcom es to provide a basis for assessing reenlist-
With increasi ng bud getary limitations imposed on ment potential early in a man ’s naval career.
military spending, excessive turnover becomes a Although researchers have been moderatelyc r i t i ca l  issue , and the costs associated with successfu l in developing a measure of reenlistmentrecruiting and training large numbers of personnel
to fill the vacancies of those who ele~~ to leave the potential , there is agreement that the task of

predicting reenlistment is complex. It is recognizedservice becomes a matter of grave, concern. In that many factors influence a man ’s decision toaddit ion to overall replacement costs , such losses remain in service after completion of his init ialmake it difficult to build a career force with the tour (Bry an t . Gordon , & Carp , 1955; Malone ,requited experience and proficiency levels to 1967). Persona l characteristics such as age,maintain organizational effect iveness. aptitud e , number of years of education completed .
The costs associated with personnel losses and socio-economic level may have some effect on

would be in in itni zed if a selection methodology career decision. Other factors external to the
could be devised to identify, at the time of enlist- individual and unpre dictable at the ti me of enlist-
ment , those individuals who might be career ment may influence his final decision such as
prospects.  If airmen with such reenlistment supply and deman d in the civilian job market or
potential could be assigned to the more critical unemployment rates at the time of separation. In-
specialty areas and/or to the more costly training service  variables related to job satisfaction ,
programs , considerable sav ings would be realized, training, and experience as a function of military

service also have impact. Marital status andResearch designed to describe and identify number of dependents may play some part in acareerists has been attempted by every branch of ree n listm ent decision which cannot be predictedthe armed services. Results of previous studies early in an ai rm an ’s initial tour. Finally, not to bedone in the Air Force indicate that the relation-
ships between certain aptitude , attitude , and i gnored are the more subtl e in fluences such as the

attitudes of family and dependents towar d the Airbiographical data to reenlistment decisions were Force and an Air Force career.low but generally significant (Bryant , Gordon , &
Carp, 1955; Fitzpatrick & Cullen , 1957; Gordon , The purpose of the present research is (a) to
1962: Gordon, Carp, Burge ss, Lawrence, & Clark , develop a profile comprised of biogra phic , dem o-
1955). graphic , and attitudin al data which describes

individuals with varying reenlistmen t outcomes,Arm y research findings indicated moderate and (b) to investigate the feasibility of developingr e l a t i o n s h i p s  betwee n attitudinal/back ground a reenlistment potential index derived from bio-variables and career decisions (Boyd & Boyles,
1969; Helme & Kotula . 1966 ; Helme , Kotula . & grap hical and attitudinal data to predict an

individual’s career decision.Fitch , 1960). However , these relationships were
found to decrease substantially as a function of
the time interval between data collection and

it . METHODactual career decision.
Variables related to retention have also been Sample Popula tion

studied extensively by Navy research personnel Survey questionnaires (SCN 72-63) were admin-(Abrahams & Lacey, 1972; LaRocco , Gunderson , istere d to a random sample of first-term enlisted& Pugh . 1975; Malone , 1967; Nlckey & May,
1965). Abraham s and Lacey (1972) foun d that an Personnel who had completed 33 to 45 mcm ths of

experimental adjective checklist appeared to have service as of November 1972. Surveys were
some value in identifying men with superior re- distributed to the consolidated base Personnel
e n l i s t m e n t  l i k e l i h o o d .  In the preliminary off ices  (CBPO) on continental U.S. bases
investigation by L.aRocco et al. (1975), the ident i f ied as havin g a sufficient number of
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personnel with the required time in service . CBPOs Analyses
then randomly selected individuals with the last Distributional analyses including descriptivedigit Social Security account number (SSAN) of ~ statistics of attitudinal . aptitudinal, and bio-
6,or 9. graphical variables by reenlistment eligibility/

After receipt of the completed surveys, decision were obtained. Chi square analyses and
aptitudinal and final disposition data on each tests of significance were accomplished where
respondent were retrieved from fIles maintained appropriate. Multiple linear regression analyses
by the Computational Sciences Division of the Air (Bottenberg & Ward , 1963) were used to develop a
Force Human Resources Laboratory. Complete biograp hical composite and a reenlistment
data were available for 3,062 cases. potential index. h it/miss tables were computed to

estimate the practical utility of the final regression
Survey Instrument model.

Response data obtained from the field survey Criterion Variablesincluded biographical items , reenlistment intent ,
personal and family attitudes , and opinions toward Final disposition of each respondent was used
the Air Force and their specific career fIelds, to establish criterion groups based on reenlistmen t
Respondents  were assured that info rmation decision and/or reenlistment eligibility. The three
obtained would be kept strictl y confidential and criterion groups , as shown in Table I , were defined
used for research purposes only. as follows: V

Table I.  Reenlistment Eligibility Versus Career Status/Ret.~ !istment Decision

Reenl istment Elig ibility

Eligible Ineligible TotalCar s r Status/
Re.nNstm,nt Decisi on N Cot % N Cot % N Cot %

In service/Reenlistee N 813 32 V 813 27
Row % 100 100

Out of service/Loss N 1, 732 68 517 100 2 .249 73
Row % 77 23 100

Total N 2 ,545 100 5 17 100 2.062 100
Row % 83 17 100

1. Career status. In versus out of service. The 3 V R t ’enlistp~ien t eligibility . I h .gible versus
sample population was divided into two groups to ine l ig ib l e .  The t h i r d  criterion classification
form thi s criterion category _ all individuals who consisted of two groups. The eligible group
rema ined in service after their initial tour was contained all individuals who were eligible to
completed (N = 813) and those who were reenlist rega r dless of their decisions to remain on
separated (N = 2 ,249). No distinction was made in active duty or not (N = 2. 545). The ineligible
the separated group between those who were group included those who were considered
eligible to reenlist but did not , and those who were i n e l i g i b l e  for  r e e n l i s t m e n t  or discharged
ineli gible to reenlist or discharged prematurely for prematurely for unsuitability (N 517). It should
unsuitability, be noted that that portion of the ineligible group

who was discharged prematurely is restricted only2. Reenlistment derision: Reenlistee versus to those individuals who received discharges after Vloss. This criterion category was composed of only the  su rvey  was administered.  Since thoseth ose individuals who were eligible to reenlist sub-
divided into two distinct groups—individua ls who discharged for cause earlier in their active duty
were eligible and did reenlist (N 813) and those career cannot be included , this group may not be
who were eligible but elected to leave service (N = 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of al l  f i r s t - t e r m  personnel
1,732). discharged prior to completion of their obligated

tour.

6
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UL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION Examin at ion  (AQE) and the Armed Forces
Qual i f icat ion Test (AFQ1’). Between eligible

Differences between the personal and back- reenlistees and non-reenlistees, all comparisons of
ground characteristics , aptitudes , and individual mean differences were significant at or beyond the
and famil y attitudes of the different criterion .01 level. The higher aptitude personnel opted to
category groups were compared. Chi square leave service at the end of 4 years. Between total
an alyses were computed to deteruline the signifi- eligible and ineligible groups, only the comparison
cance of the differences in the biogra phical and between the Electronics aptitude composite means
attitudinal data. Results of all comparisons were for those two groups was significant at the .05
significan t at or beyond the .05 level unless level. Eligibles had a higher mean Electronics score
specifically noted. T-tests were computed to than their ineligible counterp arts. No significant
determine whether differences in mean aptitude differences were found for the other aptitude
performance between category groups were sigrnfi- scores although ineligibles did demonstrate slightly
can t. lower performance. All comparisons for in/out

subgroups indicate a significant difference between
A ptitudin al Profile by Re- means at or beyond the .01 level . Those electing to
enlistmen t Outcome leave service d e m o n s t r a t e d  hig her mean

perform ance in every apti tu de area than those who
Table 2 presents mean scores of the various

V ‘ V remained on active duty. V

c r i t e r i o n  groups on the Airman Qualifying

Table 2. Mesin Performance on the AQE and AFQT by Criterion Group

Mean Scores

AGE

Adm in Elec Gin Mach
Criterion Gro ups AA I  EAt GAl MAt AFQT

In Scm-vice 61.07 64.04 64.45 61.53 59.43
Out Service 66.99 68.74 69.S’5 65.86 64.08

Eligible to Reenlist 65.46 68.07 68.38 64.73 63.05
Ineligible to Reenlist 64.88 65.88 67.27 64.22 62.32

Eligible to Reenlist. Did Reenlist 61.07 64.04 64.45 61.53 59.43
El igible to Reenlist , Did Not Reenlist 67.52 69.97 70.23 66.24 64.61

Biograp hical/Demographic Profil e positive reen listment decisions as the level of
of Reenlistees/Non-Reenlistees education increase s Forty-four percent of the high

Tables 3 through 5 show the percentage of school non-graduates elected to rem ain in serv ce 
V

enlisted personnel in each criterion group by while only fI ve percent of the personnel with

survey item response category. college degrees made the sam e decision . Diffe r-
ences m reenlistment eligibility vary sign ificantly

Race. It appears that the mack airmen are more with level of education also. WhIle 24% of high
inclined to remain in service; 5Y~ V of the Black school nongraduates were contained in the
sample elected to ree nlist whereas only 24% of the ineligible cate gory , some 19% of the college
“other than Ulack” group made that decision, graduates were also inclu ded in this category .
However , no significant difference in reenlistment Overall , 95% of the first-term enlistees with college
eligibility was indicated between the two racial degrees left the service either prematurely or after
subgroups. completion of their initial tour. Although these

Educational LeveL Comparisons between re- figu res indicate loss of the more highly educated

enlistment eligibility/reenlistment decisions and personnel from service , it must be recognized that
academic level at enlistment indicate a decrease in though such a decision reflects the desires of this

7
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Table 3. Frequency and Percent of Demographic/ Biographical
Subgroups by Reenlistment Eligibility/Decision

Ejigible ineligible

in Out

Loss , in.iigible
Ext andsd / Loss, Eligible to Reentla t/ Total

Backgroun d Reenlisted to Rssni ist Undesirab le Loss Total Samp l e

Characteristic N % N % N % N % N %

Race
Black 132 51 84 32 45 17 129 49 26 1 100
Other than Biack 681 I 24 1 ,648 59 472 17 2,120 76 2,801 100

E4ucational Level at En listment
lligJ’. School, Non.Grad uate 58 44 42 32 32 24 74 56 I 32 101)
High School , Graduate 653 29 1,208 54 384 17 1 ,592 7 1 2 ,245 100

College, 1—4 Years, No Degree 88 22 272 67 47 II 319 78 407 100
College Degree , 4 Yeazs or more 14 5 210 76 54 19 264 95 278 101)

A~ at Enlistment
17—ISYeaxs OId 8! 36 104 46 39 18 143 64 224 tOO
19 Years Old 309 37 405 49 115 14 520 63 829 tOO
20YearsOld 264 28 497 54 166 18 663 72 927 100
21 Years Old 85 18 304 63 93 19 397 82 482 tOO
22 YearsOId 38 15 171 69 40 16 211 85 249 100 V
23Y~~rs Old 23 10 164 73 37 17 201 90 224 tOO
24 Years Old or Older 13 10 87 69 27 21 114 90 I 27 I ‘0

Geographic Ares
North-Northeast 151 30 242 47 118 23  360 7 ) )  5 1 1  111(1
Mid-Atlan tic 96 32 147 49 55 19 202 68 29~ 1 11)1 V

South-Southeast 115 29 227 57 55 14 282 7 1 397 111))
Southwest 124 22 366 65 76 13 442 78 5t0~ 1)10

Great Lakes 112 33 170 SI 54 16 224 67 336 tIll )
Far West 110 24 280 62 63 14 343 76 453 III))
Midwest 68 22 184 60 55 18 239 78 307 100
Ot hei lerritories 37 19 116 60 41 2~ tS7 81 194 11 ) 11

Family Socioe~~noinic SWim s
$3,000or less 5 9 4 2 59 42 2 3 16 82 58 14 1 100
53,001—6.000 179 36 25 1 50 71 14 322 64 501 100
56,001—10,000 290 27 622 57 172 16 794 73 1 ,084 100
S10.0O1—20.000 205 21 581 6) 173 18 754 79 959 100
$20,00l—S0,000 48 23 124 59 39 IS 163 77 2 11 100
Over S50,000 12 26 29 63 5 II 34 74 46 100
Unknown 20 17 66 55 34 28 100 83 121 1 100

Employment Histoty
No FuLI-t ime lob 70 20 225 63 61 17 286 80 356 100
FuIl-time i o b l — 6 Mos 7! 24 181 60 47 16 228 76 299 100
Full-time .Job6—lZ Mos 160 26 351 57 10$ 17 459 74 619 100
Full-time Job 1—2 Years 222 27 466 56 145 I l  6 1 1 73 833 100
Full-time Job 2 Yeaii or more 290 30 509 53 156 17 665 70 955 100

GvIIisn Salasy Per Month
$200or less 70 35 97 48 34 Il 13 1 65 201 100
5201—300 162 35 229 49 76 16 305 65 467 100
5301—400 197 28 402 56 11 3 16 515 72 712 100
5401—500 171 25 401 57 127 1$ 528 75 699 100
550! or more 134 23 343 60 99 17 442 77 576 100
Unknown or nolob Prior to Service 79 20 260 63 68 17 328 80 407 100 V

8
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Table 4. Frequency and Percent of Expressed Attitudes
by Reenlistment Eligibi lity/Decision

Eligible In~~lgI bie

In Out

Lou
V Loss ln~~iglble

Ex te nded/ Eligible to Reenhls t/ Total
Reenh litgd to Reenl ist Undes irable Loss lotal Sam~~s

Backg roun d
Char acter Ist ic N % N % - N % N % N %

Reenlistment Intent
l .jvora hjl,’ Towar d ~lilitar~ Career 512 92 24 4 21 4 45 8 557 100

l 3~
) 42 161 48 33 10 194 58 333 100

t ’ t ~~~l r . h l C  r oward \ l ih t a r ~ ( ‘aree r 1(12 7 1 .547 71 463 2 2 2 .010 93 2 .172 100
Paret’tal Att i tude Toward Militar y Career
I \ t R ’ t l l e l \  Disp leased 79 I S  320 63 1 1 2  22 432 85 511 100
Som ewh at  Disp lease d 110 20 337 61 108 19 445 80 555 100
Neutra l  239 23 613 60 168 17 781 77 1.020 100
Somewhat ~~case d 181 47 169 43 39 10 208 53 389 100
I x t r e I l l e l y  Please d 124 60 65 32 16 8 81 40 205 100
N ot App l ic ab le 80 21 228 60 74 19 302 79 382 100
Wife’s (Fiancee ’s) Att i tude Toward Milita ry Career
lxtremcl y 1)ispleased 128 12 742 68 226 20 968 88 1 ,096 100
Sonic what Displeased 124 21) 240 57 59 14 299 71 423 100
N eutra l  170 4(~ 156 42 43 12 199 54 369 100
Somewhat fleased 146 72 45 22 12 6 57 28 203 100
1~xI re1llclv fleased 78 80 12 12 8 8 20 20 98 100
N ot Appl icable 

- 
167 19 537 61 169 20 706 81 873 100

Tabk 5 . Frequency and Percenta ge in Categories of Vocational
Aspira tions by Reenlistment Eligibili ty/Decision

Eligible inel ig ib le

In Out

Los s
Los s lnsilgi b le

Extend ed/ Elig ible to Reenhls t/ Total
Ree nlisted to Reenlist Undes irable Loss Total Sample

Background
Ch aracter istic N % N % N % N % N % V

Plans for the Future
College/University 1 62 17 658 67 158 16 816 83 978 100
Military Career 250 91 14 5 10 4 24 9 274 100
Company/industry 106 13 505 64 179 23 684 87 790 100
Govern m en t Work 70 30 131 56 32 14 163 70 233 100
Private Entrepreneur 50 18 183 65 50 17 233 82 283 100
Other Uncertain 175 35 24 1 48 88 17 329 65 504 100

9
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V parti cular sam ple , the trend may change under service . Those who never earned a sal a ry prior to
other circumstances. Although the overall number enlistment are also more likel” to separate at the
of college graduates entering service has declined end of their first term.
with the implementation of the volunteer force
(Vitola , Mul (j ns , & Brokaw , 1974), the college Career and Family Attitude s of Re-
graduate enterin g service as a volunteer may be enlistees/Non-Reenlistees (Table 4)
more favorably inclined toward an Air Force Reenlistment In tent . Expressed at t i tude towardcareer. In addi tion , the economic climate in the reen listment appears to be highl y rel ated to actualcivili an sector could change the career decisions of 

career decision. N i n e t y - t w o  percent  of VthO5epe rsonnel at every educational level , 
individual s who expr t ’~scd t hat they had a positive

Age at Enlistment. The younge r airmen at the att i tude tow ard a military caree r ic tua l ly  did
time of enlistment appear more likely to be career reenlist at the completion of their  initia l tour :  937
prospects. Over rsne.third of the 17- to 19-year- of those expressing an unfavorable attitude toward
olds elect to re imi a in in service. Although the a milita ry career separated at the completion of
differences among age groups and reenlistment their init ial  commitment .  It should be noted that .
eligibility are significant, no definite trend is in this study , the individual ’s expressed intention
apparent. The highest rate of ineligibles is found in toward a milita ry career was ascertained after 2~’:
the 24 years old or older age category . or more years of acove duty.  Other studies ( Alley

& Gould. 1 975: Shenk . 1972) have shown that .Geographic Area~ Airmen l’rorn the Midwest ,
Far West, and Southwest are less likely to reenlist although expressed career intention is related to

actual career decision. the closer an i r id ) v idu a lupon expiration of their initM tour. On the other 
comes to isis actual decision point , the greater thehand , airmen from the G~~ t Lakes and Mid-
relationshi p between these two factors.  VAtlantic regions appear tc be more favorably

inclined to be careerists. T1 V highest percentages Fa mitt’ Attit udes Toward tlili( ar s ’ (‘arcer . It has
of ineligible personnel come froni the North- been noted previously t h a t  factors external  to the
Northe~~t and territories outside ~he con tinental individual  can have a subt le  inf luence on career
U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  These large percentages of decision. Both pare n ts and wives (or girl friends)
i n e l i g i b l e / u n s u i t a b l e  personnel may reflect can exert a considerab le amount of press uic in
problems experienced by these airmen as a result encouraging an individual for o against a
of livin g in high-impact , high-crime areas , cultural milita ry career. Only 1 5 1V ~ of the ind ividuals whose
deprivation , and/or language barr iers , parents were extremely displeased with military

service made a positive care er decision compared.~(1CiO~~Wf lof l uc  LeveL There was a tendency to  60% whose parents were ver ~ favorablyfor airmen coming from homes , where the average inclined making a similar decision. The same trendincome was $6 ,000 and below , to remain in service is evidenced for the wife ’s or girl friend ’s a t t i t ud eafter their initial tour . Although the ‘inelig ible toward a mi lit ar~ ser vi . ’~ career pr evious studiesgroup displayed differ~nces among socioeconomi c have shown the importance o a wife ’s a t t i t u delevels based on annual  income , no definite trend is toward the mili ta ry and the e ffect of her at t i tudepresent.
on job perform ance . mora le, and career decision

Employment History Prior to Service. Di ffer- (Belt & Sweney, 1973; Muldrow , 197 1). It has
ences in previous employment history between been suggested that programs designed to mak e
eligibles and ineligibles were not significant. Ilow- the wife feel that she is an importa nt part of the
ever , it appears that among the eligibles , those who Air Force and her husband ’s ca reer may be
had neve r held a full-time job were more likely to effective in enhancing career motivation.
leave service after 4 years. One explanation might
be that those who had never held a job prior to Future Vocational/Educational Plans
service would not have a comparative base with Di fferences in future plans were fo un d amongwhich to make a valid caree r decision. When all criterion groups (Table 5). In general , thosecivil i an saiary is used to differentiate between
criterion groups , differences betwee n eligibles and indicating that their post-se r vice goals were V to
ineligibles are not signi ficant. Signifi cant differ ’ at tend college or work in the civi lian sector were
ences between in/out and eligible reenlistee/ less likely to remain in service . In contrast , 91% of

those indicatin g they were considering a militaryeli gible non-reen listee indicate the higher their pay ca ree r  did mak e a positive career decisionin a civilian job, the more likely they were to leave
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However , these expressed plans , like reenlistment item responses such as expressed reenlistment
intent , are most likely a function of the time intent  and vocational plans which migh t change as
interval between survey and the actual career a fun ction of time were omitted. The final bio-
decision point. Therefore, goals expressed later in graphical composite contained 25 categorical
an ai rman ’s first term may not accurately reflect variables. Using hal f-sample I and the in/out
the goals he would express at time of enlistment , c r i t e r i o n , t he  multiple correlation for the

The biographical and attitudin al profiles of the composite was .52. When the weights from this
various criterion groups indicate that there are composite were cross-applied to hal f-sample 2 , the
sign ificant differences between these gro u ps on a m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  mainta ined ~statistical
majority of the variables used in this study. How- significance (R .51).
ever , differences between subgr oups become even Phase II V Predict or Variables for an Optimal
more importan t if they can be used to identify Reenlistment Index. As part of the survey,
potential military careerists ear ly in an initial tour ,  respondents were asked to provide data concerning
This study explores the feasibility of developing a their vocational aspirations. To do this, respond-
reenlistment potential index from the biographical ents rated a list of job attributes (Table 7) using a
and attitudinal survey response data discussed five-point scale on the followin g two dimensions:
above . (a) their overall importance or worth to the

individual on the job , and (b) their percei ved
Predictability of Re- o b t a i n a b i l i t y  in the Air Force. In previ ous
enlistment Potential research , Shenk ( 1972) inver tig ate d the utility of

The development of a reenlistment potential e x p e r i m e n t a l  scores  developed from these

index (RPI) was accomplished in two phases. For attitudinal item responses to predict officer career

these study phases. the total sample was randomly status. Based on her fIn dings , it w~~ decided to

divided into two hal f-samples: half-sample I for include he experimental scores developed from

Phase 1. and half-sample 2 for Ph ase 11. In Phase I the Import ance/Possibil ity ( l I P )  scale to assess

regression analyses were designed to develop a their effectiveness in predicting enlisted reenlist-
n i en t d e c i s i o n .  A descr ip t ion  of the I/Pcomposite from the personal backgr ound and

attitudin al data. In Phase II . regression models experimental scores ~ind classification of the I/P

were developed from the biograp hi cal composite scale items according to Herzberg’s theory is
contained in Appendix A.

index , aptitudinal data , and experimental job
attitude scores. In the development of the bio- In addition to the biographical composite and
graphical composite and RPI , only the in/out I/P experimental scores, ap~ tudinal information
criterion was used. readily available on each enlistee at time of enlist-

Pha se I — Development of a Thograpluc al/ ment was also included in the Phase II regression

Attitudinal Composite. In the attempt to use analyses. A complete listing of the predictor

personal background and attitudinal data in variables and the criterion used in this regression

predicting reenlistment , it became apparent that analysis is contained in Table 8. For this phase.
hal f-sample 2 was further subdivided to providethe large number of item responses would have to for cross-application of regression weightsbe reduced to a composite variable. The pre .

limi n ary step to obtain this objective was to The multiple correlation of the regression
develop a composite of item responses which were model containin g the biographical ~~mposite,
significantly related to the in/out criterion . Table aptitudinal information, and i/P scores was .55,
6 lists the categorical variables selected to be used signifIcan t at or beyond the .01 level . Since the I/P
in this phase . expe rimental scores were added to the basic

The b i o g r a p h i c a l / a t t i t u d i n a l  composite predictor composite for exploratory purposes

developed from this analysis included ~~~~ 
on ly ,  an  a d d i t i o n a l  regression model w~

concerning personal data, lamil > socio.economi c developed which omitted the 1/P scales. The result
status , educational a ims, employment history, and of the comparison of the two models indicated
family attitudes toward mil itary service. Since the that the I/P scales do make a significan t contribu-
objective ot’ this prelimina ry investigati ’~n is to tion over and above the biographical composite
develop an index for possible use in classification and aptitudinal data in predicting the reenlistment
and assignment , an effort was m ade to include criter ion . Based on this compa rison , it w~
only those items in the index that would be considered worthwhile to include all predictor
available and accurate at time of entry. Therefore , variables in the RPI. When the regression weights

I I
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Table 6. Predicu,r Variables Used in Development
of Biographical Composi te

V2riabIS Vailabl.
Predictor Variab le 

- 
Number Categor ies

Educational level at enlistment 1 US non-graduate
2 US gradua te
3 College,no degree
4 College degree or higher

Age 5 17— 18
6 19
7 20
8 2 1
9 22and up

Geographic Area 10 North-Northeast
11 Mid-Atlantic
12 South-Southeast
13 Southwes t
14 Great Lakes
15 Far West
16 Midwest
17 Other

Socio-economic status family income 18 3—6 thousan d
19 7—10 thousand
20 I l  thousand and up

Edu calional aims 21 HS graduation
22 College, no degree
23 College degree BA
24 MA , MS, PIID

Employmen t status prior to entry into service 25 None
26 1—6 months
27 7— 12 months
28 13—24 mon ths
29 25 and up

Pay prior to entry into services 30 Not applicable
31 1 --200 per month
32 201—300
33 301—400
34 40 1—500
35 501 and up

Parents attitude toward military career 36 Extremely displeased
37 Somewhat displeased
38 Neutral
3~) Somewhat pleased
40 Extremely pleased

Wife’s/ Fiancee’s attitude toward military career 41 Extremely displeased
42 Somewhat displeased
43 Neutral
44 Somewhat pleased
45 Extremel y pleased

Race 46 Black
47 Other than Black

12
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Table 7. List of Job Attributes

Job Attr ibute Abbreviated Tit le

Natu re of
Be .issigncd an int er ting j o t s  Intere st ing job
l)o a job which is equal to our abilities Uti lization of talent
led that you .ir e accomplishing something leeling of achievement
Be ~ven important respon~ hilities Responsibility

Work envimnment
Be in a competitive situation competitive situation
Have supervisors who know ~ hjt I c \  arc talking about Competent Supervision
Be allowed to choose for ~oursell loSS to go about doing a job Independence I
Be allowed to work to r long periods ~‘1 time w~~sout supervision Independen ce II
Have a s~y in wha t happens to you Personal control
Have good job security Job security

Work with friendly and cooperat ive people Co-workers
Do ,our job under good worktng conditions Wo rk ing conditions

Compensa tion
Make a lot of money Salary
Do a great deal of traveling Travel
Be promoted on the basis of ability Promotion on ability
Be ~~ve n recorznition toT work well done Recognition

Gain technical training and experience Technical training

Be promoted quickly Rapid advancement

Receive lair or just payment to r the t V ~ d of work wh ich ‘~ ‘u are doing Fquitable pay
Have enoug h time 0tf the job [A’l sU~C time
Have prestigc and s oci al status Prestige

Table S. Variables Used in Regression
Analysis to Develop Reenlistment

Potential Index

Var iables

Predictor
AQF Mechanical aptitude score

•~(.)l General aptitude score
AQI l ied roni cs aptitude score

AOl Admin istrative aptitude w ore
Armed l orces Qua li fi cation Test Score
Biographical composite scor e
Impo rtance/Possibility experimental scores

Impor tance moiivators
- importance dissa t isli ers
- Possibil ity diss alisfi ers
— Possibility motivato rs
-Total importance
Total possibility

V Total motivators
-Total diasa tisfiers
—Difference 1PM
- Difference IPD
— Positive score
—Total score
-Impo rt ance/po ssibi lity score

Cilteilon
In-out of qervlce

V 13
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were cross-applied to the hold-out sample , the identified by their predicted score (Table 9). h its
multiple correlation (.5 1) maintained its statistical include those individual s identified with high re-
significan ce, enlistmen t potential who actually remained on

active duty or those individuals identified as non-Practical Urili& ’ of the Reenlistment Index. In reen listees who actually elected to separate froman operational setting, an RPI would be useful in service or were discharged prior to completion ofoptimizing the classification and assign ment of i n i t i a l  tour. Misses include those in di V idualsenlisted accessions. Using the Rfl , the reenlist- incorrectl y identi fie d~ i.e.. those identified asment potential of an enlistee could be estimated at possible nor i-reen listees who actually remained ontime of enlistment , and , based on his RPI score active dws . false positives include those identifiedalong with aptitudin al data, assignments could be as possible reenli stecs who actually separated frttntmade which would be more cost-e ffective for the service. Using the computer-determined cut score.Air Force . For example , an in dividual with a high 8l’~ of the sam ple population at time of entryprobability of retention could be assigned to ~ could have been correctly idc ,~ified as to theircritica l special ty area or considered for one of the ul t imate  reenlistment status. W’ ile ~~~~~~ of thehigh -cost , long-term technical training programs. career personnel (reenlistees) wü :ld have beenSuch assignments would hel p to insure adequate incorrectly identified , only 6% of sh . group whomanning levels in the critical Air Force specialty actually elected to leave service would have beencodes (~~FSC) and m aximize the return on training incorrectly identified as possible career personnel .expenditures. These fi gures would tend to indicate that consider-
To illustrate the practic al u t i l i ty  of the RH , able savi n~ could he realized if personne l with

predicted reenlistment scores were generated from hi gh retention potential could be assigned to
the RPI regression model . Hit/mis s tables we re high-cost training programs or to those critical Air
developed to show the number of individuals Fo rce  specialties which typically experience reen-
whose actual reenlistment decision was correctl y listment shortfalls.

Tub/c 9. Hit/Miss Table

Actual Career St a t us

Did Not ReenIist /
P,~d ictsd Statu s Reenli ste d Separ ated Total

Reenlisted 358 44’~ 133 ( ( Vj 491
(hits ) (false posi tives )

Did not reenlist / separated 45~ ~~~ 2i16 9~~ 2 ,~ 7l
(misses) (hits)

TOt dl g13 l0~fl 2,249 100% 3.062

IV. CONCLUSION S was based on a sample population which enlisted
ANt) RECOMMENDATIONS during the time period when the draft w~ in

effect , a follow-on stud y should be initiated using
Resul ts  of the chi square and regre ssion a volunteer population to determ in e the validity V

and stability of the prediction system or. ‘~slunteeranalyses indicate that cert ain non-cognitive vari-
ables have a significant relationship with reenlist- male and femal e accessions.
men t status. Therefore , developing a reenlistment In addition , an effort should be made to study
potential inde x from biographical . attitudi nal , and the different validities and function al relationships
aptitudinal data for operational use appe a rs to be between the predictor composite and first-term
feasible. The use of such an index in an opera- career decisions when specific AFSC are taken into
tionai cIas~ uIcation and assignment system could account . Based on previous research concerning
resul t in better placement and utilization of the differences in career in tent  among the vanou~smanpower resources with resultant savth~~ in speci alties (Alley & Goul d , lc75) , a career-field
tra ining investment costs. Since this investigation specific RP1 migh t he more effective .
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APPENDIXA: DEVELOPMENT OF EXPER D,IENTAL SCORES

The experimental scores were generated fr ont responses to the Impo rtance-Possibility Scale. To
obtain the scores, the following weighte d values were firs t assigned to each alternative :

Alternative Value Importance Scale Response Pos’sibthty Scale Response

a 1 Not importan t at all No possibility at all
b 2 Somewhat below average in importance Less than average possibility

c 3 Of average importance Average posibiity
d 4 Somewhat above average in importance Better than average possibility
e 5 Extremely import an t Very good possibility

In addition , the Importan ce/Possibility items we re categorized according to Herzberg ’s theory of
motivators-dissatistlers (Herzberg, Mausner , & Synderm an , 1959). Mot ivators included content factors
involving achievement , recognition , work itself , responsibility, and advancement. Factor inhibiting
motivation called context factors involve issues: such as company policy and administration , supervision .
salary, interpersonal relations , and working conditions. Content factors or motivators are necessary for
m otivation whe reas context factors will not increase t itotivation but must be met at a minimum level to
prevent dis satisfaction. l’here are 12 items classified as motivator s and nine as dissatisfiers on the
Importance/Possibility Scale. A complete listing of the scale items and their classification , according to
Herzberg ’s theory of motivation to work , is given in Table Al.

Table Al .  Classification of Items of Impo rt ance/Possibility
According to Her zbe rg’s Theory

Impo rta nc e/Posslb4Il ty Item CI~ nlfIcatlo n

Be promoted on the basis of ability Motivator
Be assigned an interesting lob Mot uvator V

Be pr~~~uoted quickly Mot iv ator
Have enou~, time off t l’~e iob Dissatusf ier
Be allowed to wo rk for long periods of time without supervision Mot ivator
Wor k w ith friendly and cooperative people Dissatusfue r
Do a job which is equal to your abiliti es Mot uvator
Do a great dea l of traveling Dissatusfuer
Feel that you are accomplishi ng something Mot uva t or
Have supervisor, who know w hat they are talking about Diss atis ’ier
Be given recognition for work well do ne Motivato r
Be allowed to choose for yourself how to go about doing a lob Motivator
Be in a comp etitive sit ua t io n Moti vator
Do your job un der good working condition s Diss at us fu er
Receive fair or lust payme nt for the typ e of wo rk wh ich you ore doing Dissatisf,ev
Be given important responsib i lities Motu v ator
1-fave prest ige and social status Diss4u t u st uec
Have a say in what happens to you Mot u vat o r
Have good job security Dussa t s f ar
Make a lot of money Diss atu sf u~ r
Gain sech nical training and experience Mot uvator
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Using the weighted values previously defined, the following expe rieme~ut al scores were generated for
each subject .

Experimental Scores

Importance Motiva t ors Sum of weighted responses on the importance r~;ale for items identified as
V motivators

Importance Dissatistl ers Sum of weighted responses -on the import ance scale for items identified as
dissatisfiers

Possibility Dissatisfiers Sum of weighted responses on the possibility scale for items identified as
djssatistlers

Possibility Motivators Suns of weighted responses on the possibility scale for items ident ified as
mot ivat ors

I)ift ’erencc 1PM Sum of weighted responses for items identified as n soti v ator s on the possibility
scale subtracted from the same responses on the importance scale

Di fference IP I) Sum of weighted responses for items identified as dissatis fiers on the possibility
scale subtracted from the same responses on the importan ce scale

Total Mot ivators Sum of weighted response for all items on both the import ance and possibil ity
scale identified as motivators

Total Dissatistlers Sum of weighted responses for all items on both the ilnport iulce and possibility
scale identified as dissatisilers

Total Score Sum of weighted responses for each item on the possibility scale subtracted from
the same response s on the importance scale

Total Importance Sum of weighted responses for cach item on the importance scale

Total Possibility Sum of weighted responses for each item on the possibilit y scale

Positive Score Sum of all positive item-pai r scores ; i.e.. the importance weigh t was greater than
the possibility weight

The Import ance-Possibility Score was generated by summing the weighted values given below for each
pair of items on the Importance-Possibility Scale:

Weig ht Impo rtance Scal e Responses Possibility Scale Responses

4 Extremely important or somewhat above Very good or better than average
average in importance

3 Of average imp orLu ce , below average Very good , better than average , or average
in importance , or not important at all

2 Extremely important or somewhat above Less than average or none at all
average in importance

F~ fre ,neJy impo rt an t or somewhat above Average V

average in importance
I Of average importance, somewhat below Less than average or none at all

average in importance , or not
important at all
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18

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _

~~~~~~~~~~

VVV

~~~~~~~~~~

VV

~


